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(1) If it appears on the basis of facts not 
previously considered that the determination 
complained of was erroneous; 

(2) if it appears that the determination 
complained of was based on a mistake in the 
determination of facts not previously 
considered; or 

(3) if in the opinion of the Certifying 
Officer, a misinterpretation of facts or of the 
law justified reconsideration of the decision.

The TAA petition, filed on behalf of 
workers at Colonial Tanning 
Corporation, Gloversville, New York 
engaged in the production of tanned 
leather, was denied because the 
‘‘contributed importantly’’ group 
eligibility requirement of Section 222 of 
the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, was 
not met. The ‘‘contributed importantly’’ 
test is generally demonstrated through a 
survey of the workers’ firm’s customers. 
The Department conducted a survey of 
the subject firm’s major customers 
regarding their purchases of competitive 
products in 2001 through April of 2003. 
The respondents reported no increased 
imports. The subject firm shifted 
production to China, but did not import 
tanned deerskins during the relevant 
period. 

The union alleges that the subject firm 
is affiliated with two other companies 
and that these two companies imported 
tanned leather from foreign sources. 

In the original investigation, one of 
the two companies noted by the union 
above was listed as a major declining 
customer; their survey response 
indicated no imports. In regard to the 
second company named by the union, a 
company official was contacted. In 
regard to this second company, it was 
revealed that one of the owners of the 
subject firm also owned the rights to the 
company name of the second company. 
It was also revealed that the total sales 
volume of this affiliated company was 
negligible relative to the sales volume at 
the subject firm, and thus any imports 
that occurred at the second company 
could not contribute importantly to 
layoffs at the subject firm. 

The union also alleged that subject 
firm workers should be eligible because 
workers at a ‘‘direct competitor’’ 
(Johnstown Leather, TA-W–51,104) 
were certified eligible for trade 
adjustment assistance. 

A review of the abovementioned case 
for workers at Johnstown Leather 
revealed that these workers were 
certified eligible for trade adjustment 
assistance based on increased customer 
imports. However, as Colonial Tanning 
Corporation has a different major 
declining customer base, this 
certification has no bearing on the 
eligibility of subject firm workers for 
TAA. 

Conclusion 
After review of the application and 

investigative findings, I conclude that 
there has been no error or 
misinterpretation of the law or of the 
facts which would justify 
reconsideration of the Department of 
Labor’s prior decision. Accordingly, the 
application is denied.

Signed at Washington, DC, this 16th day of 
July, 2003. 
Elliott S. Kushner, 
Certifying Officer, Division of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance.
[FR Doc. 03–19220 Filed 7–28–03; 8:45 am] 
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Divine Brothers Company, Utica, NY, 
Notice of Negative Determination 
Regarding Application for 
Reconsideration 

By application of June 1, 2003, the 
Union of Needletrades, Industrial & 
Textiles Employees, Local 653–T 
requested administrative 
reconsideration of the Department’s 
negative determination regarding 
eligibility for workers and former 
workers of the subject firm to apply for 
Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA). 
The denial notice was signed on May 6, 
2003 and published in the Federal 
Register on May 19, 2003 (68 FR 27107). 

Pursuant to 29 CFR 90.18(c) 
reconsideration may be granted under 
the following circumstances:

(1) If it appears on the basis of facts not 
previously considered that the determination 
complained of was erroneous; 

(2) if it appears that the determination 
complained of was based on a mistake in the 
determination of facts not previously 
considered; or 

(3) if in the opinion of the Certifying 
Officer, a mis-interpretation of facts or of the 
law justified reconsideration of the decision.

The TAA petition, filed on behalf of 
workers at Divine Brothers Company, 
Inc., Utica, New York engaged in the 
production of industrial metal finishing 
products and supplies, was denied 
because criterion (2) was not met. Sales 
of industrial metal finishing products 
and supplies increased in 2002 
compared to 2001 and remained 
relatively stable in January–March 2003 
compared to the same period in 2002. 

In the request for reconsideration, the 
union alleged that the closure of the 
Caster and Wheel Division (Truck 
Wheel) contributed to layoffs. 

A company official stated that the 
company had made a decision to close 
the abovementioned division and that it 
closed in May of 2002. However, 
coinciding with the decline and 
ultimate closure of this division, other 
product lines produced by the company 
increased, which would explain the 
stable sales figures in the relevant 
period. 

The union official also supplied 
information concerning allegations of 
layoffs of this division and bumping 
rights of employees under union 
agreements. 

The petitioning workers were denied 
because sales and production did not 
decline in the relevant period, and 
workers are not separately identifiable, 
thus the information is irrelevant to a 
reconsideration of the original 
determination. 

Conclusion 

After review of the application and 
investigative findings, I conclude that 
there has been no error or 
misinterpretation of the law or of the 
facts which would justify 
reconsideration of the Department of 
Labor’s prior decision. Accordingly, the 
application is denied.

Signed at Washington, DC, this 11th day of 
July, 2003. 
Elliott S. Kushner, 
Certifying Officer, Division of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance.
[FR Doc. 03–19222 Filed 7–28–03; 8:45 am] 
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Georgia-Pacific Corporation, Operating 
as James River Paper Co., Inc., 
Consumer Products Division, Old 
Town, ME; Notice of Negative 
Determination Regarding Application 
for Reconsideration 

By application of June 24, 2003, a 
company official requested 
administrative reconsideration of the 
Department’s negative determination 
regarding eligibility for workers and 
former workers of the subject firm to 
apply for Trade Adjustment Assistance 
(TAA). The denial notice was signed on 
May 16, 2003 and published in the 
Federal Register on June 3, 2003 (68 FR 
33195). 

Pursuant to 29 CFR 90.18(c) 
reconsideration may be granted under 
the following circumstances:
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(1) If it appears on the basis of facts not 
previously considered that the determination 
complained of was erroneous; 

(2) If it appears that the determination 
complained of was based on a mistake in the 
determination of facts not previously 
considered; or 

(3) If in the opinion of the Certifying 
Officer, a mis-interpretation of facts or of the 
law justified reconsideration of the decision.

The TAA petition, filed on behalf of 
workers at Georgia-Pacific Corporation, 
operating as James River Paper Co., Inc., 
Old Town, Maine engaged in the 
production of toilet tissue, towels, 
napkin paper and converted case 
products, was denied because the 
‘‘contributed importantly’’ group 
eligibility requirement of Section 222 of 
the Trade Act of 1974 was not met. The 
subject firm did not increase its reliance 
on imports of toilet tissue, towels, 
napkin paper and converted case 
products during the relevant period, nor 
did it shift production to a foreign 
source. Further, division-wide sales 
increased during the relevant period. 

The company official alleges that, in 
order to remain competitive, the 
company was forced to upgrade the raw 
materials used to make its paper 
products, and that these raw materials 
are now obtained from foreign sources. 
The official further clarifies that, 
because the Old Town facility was 
unable to efficiently process this foreign 
fiber source, the company shifted 
production to another domestic facility 
with better capabilities for processing 
this imported raw material. 

The foreign sourcing of raw materials 
is not a factor in determining the import 
impact of the finished product. In 
assessing import impact in connection 
with petitioning worker eligibility for 
TAA, the Department considers data 
regarding imports like or directly 
competitive with those produced at the 
subject firm. 

Conclusion 

After review of the application and 
investigative findings, I conclude that 
there has been no error or 
misinterpretation of the law or of the 
facts which would justify 
reconsideration of the Department of 
Labor’s prior decision. Accordingly, the 
application is denied.

Signed at Washington, DC, this 17th day of 
July, 2003. 
Elliott S. Kushner, 
Certifying Officer, Division of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance.
[FR Doc. 03–19221 Filed 7–28–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510–30–U
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Lord Corporation, Aerospace Products 
Division, Erie, PA; Notice of 
Termination of Investigation 

Pursuant to Section 221 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, an investigation was 
initiated on June 18, 2003, in response 
to a worker petition which was filed by 
a company official on behalf of workers 
at Lord Corporation, Aerospace 
Products Division, Erie, Pennsylvania 
(TA–W–52,084). 

The petitioner has requested that the 
petition be withdrawn. Consequently, 
further investigation in this case would 
serve no purpose, and the investigation 
has been terminated.

Signed in Washington, DC, this 17th day of 
July, 2003. 
Linda G. Poole, 
Certifying Officer, Division of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance.
[FR Doc. 03–19226 Filed 7–28–03; 8:45 am] 
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Motorola, Inc.; iDen Radio Support 
Center; Elgin, IL; Notice of Negative 
Determination Regarding Application 
for Reconsideration 

By application of June 21, 2003, a 
petitioner requested administrative 
reconsideration of the Department’s 
negative determination regarding 
eligibility for workers and former 
workers of the subject firm to apply for 
Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA). 
The denial notice applicable to workers 
of Motorola, Inc., iDen Radio Support 
Center, Elgin, Illinois was signed on 
May 20, 2003, and published in the 
Federal Register on June 3, 2003 (68 FR 
33195). 

Pursuant to 29 CFR 90.18(c) 
reconsideration may be granted under 
the following circumstances: 

(1) If it appears on the basis of facts 
not previously considered that the 
determination complained of was 
erroneous; 

(2) If it appears that the determination 
complained of was based on a mistake 
in the determination of facts not 
previously considered; or 

(3) If in the opinion of the Certifying 
Officer, a mis-interpretation of facts or 

of the law justified reconsideration of 
the decision. 

The TAA petition was filed on behalf 
of workers at Motorola, Inc., iDen Radio 
Support Center, Elgin, Illinois engaged 
in activities related to the repair of iDEN 
cellular radios. The petition was denied 
because the petitioning workers did not 
produce an article within the meaning 
of Section 222 of the Act. 

The petitioner questions why the 
repair work performed at the subject 
facility does not constitute production. 

The Department of Labor, has 
consistently considered repair work a 
‘‘service’’. Further, the North American 
Industrial Classification System 
(NAICS), is a standard used by the 
Department to categorize products and 
services. Both the 1997 and 2002 
editions of the NAICS designate the 
repair of telephones and two-way radios 
as classified within a code that signifies 
services (specifically NAICS 811213). 

Only in very limited instances are 
service workers certified for TAA, 
namely the worker separations must be 
caused by a reduced demand for their 
services from a parent or controlling 
firm or subdivision whose workers 
produce an article and who are 
currently under certification for TAA. 

Conclusion 

After review of the application and 
investigative findings, I conclude that 
there has been no error or 
misinterpretation of the law or of the 
facts which would justify 
reconsideration of the Department of 
Labor’s prior decision. Accordingly, the 
application is denied.

Signed at Washington, DC, this 18th day of 
July, 2003. 
Elliott S. Kushner, 
Certifying Officer, Division of Trade 
Adjustment Assistance.
[FR Doc. 03–19223 Filed 7–28–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4510–30–U

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Employment and Training 
Administration 

[TA–W–52,229] 

Motorola, Inc., Global Telecom 
Solutions Sector (GTSS), Cellular 
Infrastructure Group, Fort Worth, 
Texas; Notice of Termination of 
Investigation 

Pursuant to section 221 of the Trade 
Act of 1974, an investigation was 
initiated on July 3, 2003, in response to 
a petition filed on behalf of workers at 
Motorola, Inc., Global Telecom
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